Managerial Accounts and Negative Feedback 4 feedback, or the extent to which feedback serves motivational and regulatory purposes, can depend on employees' perceptions of the feedback (Cusella, 1987) .
Techniques used by managers to avoid the detrimental effects of negative feedback include sandwiching negative feedback between positive feedback to make it appear more positive in nature, or postponing feedback until the manager's frustration at the employee's behavior overcomes his or her reluctance to give negative feedback (Geddes & Baron, 1997) . This paper identifies another technique to overcome the detrimental effects of negative feedback --the use of managerial accounts. Because negative feedback may pose a threat to the employee's face needs, managers can use accounts to minimize the threat and protect the employee's self-image, thus minimizing the employee's negative reactions and maximizing the effectiveness of the feedback. Employees' reactions to the feedback such as anger reactions, perceptions of interpersonal fairness, and behavioral intentions can be influenced by two aspects of managerial accounts: the type of account and the number of accounts.
Types of Managerial Accounts
Several classifications (e.g., Bies, 1987b; Goffman, 1971; Greenberg, 1990; Schonbach, 1980 Schonbach, , 1990 Scott & Lyman, 1968; Tedeschi & Riess, 1981) of accounts exist in the literature. In general, these classifications refer to four types of accounts: concessions, excuses, justifications, and refusals. This paper uses Schonbach's (1980 Schonbach's ( , 1990 taxonomy to examine the four types of accounts; this classification helps formulate hypotheses about the differential impact of types of accounts on employees' reactions to negative feedback. The four account types are described below.
A concession is "an admission of a violation of some normative expectations held by others . . . and . . . an explicit or implicit admission of the actor's full or partial causal responsibility for the . . . event" (Schonbach, 1990; p. 78) . Concessions acknowledge that an unfavorable action has occurred, accept responsibility, and/or express regret for the action. For example, a manager providing negative feedback can say, "I'm sorry to have to point this out, but your performance . . ."
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An excuse is an account that "admits the occurrence of a failure event . . . but pleads for mitigation in judgment on the basis of . . . reduced causal responsibility" (Schonbach, 1990; p. 79) . For example, a manager providing negative feedback can claim that top management has been pressuring him to be tough on employees, thus indicating that an external factor (top management) caused the negative feedback.
A justification is an account "by which the actor accepts causal responsibility for the event in question, but asserts that it was legitimate or at least permissible under the given circumstances" (Schonbach, 1990; p. 80) . For example, a manager giving negative feedback can justify the action by claiming that the feedback will help the employee perform better in the future. Thus, justifications are aimed at altering employees' interpretations of the feedback by identifying alternate interpretations and positive future outcomes.
A refusal is an account that states that although there are reasons for the action, the manager cannot give the reasons (Schonbach, 1980 (Schonbach, , 1990 . Refusals are similar to Scott and Lyman's (1968) concept of meta-accounts which include tactics such as mystification and empty explanations. For example, a manager providing negative feedback can say "I cannot go into the reasons for this now."
McLaughlin and her colleagues (McLaughlin, Cody, & O'Hair, 1983; McLaughlin, Cody, & Rosenstein, 1983) theorized that the four types of accounts could be ordered on a mitigation-aggravation continuum, with accounts at one end reducing the tension created by the untoward action and accounts at the other end increasing the tension. Although the unidimensional nature of the continuum is unclear, empirical research suggests that concessions and excuses are generally considered mitigating accounts, and refusals are considered aggravating accounts (Cody & McLaughlin, 1990; Holtgraves, 1989) .
Mitigating and aggravating accounts can be connected to the literature on facework and politeness. Face is a social phenomenon created when one person comes into contact with another; it is "the evaluation of self based on external and internal (to the individual) judgments concerning a person's Managerial Accounts and Negative Feedback 6 adherence to moral rules of conduct and position within a given social structure" (Earley, 1997, p. 43) .
Face management or harmony consists of the processes through which face is regulated in a given social structure. Facework strategies can be used to enhance or downgrade self and others' face; such strategies include "communicative accounts that are the enactment, support, or challenge of . . . [people's socially constructed] identities" (Tracy, 1990, p. 210) .
Face management concerns can arise when people engage in untoward actions that threaten the face of others (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Goffman, 1971) ; communication often provides the means through which face is negotiated and face loss is restored (Ho, 1976) . When individuals are about to perform face-threatening acts, they can construct their communicative accounts so as to indicate concern for others' face (Ting-Toomey & Cocroft, 1994) . Mitigating accounts (concessions) are more deferential, conciliatory, attempt to minimize the face threat to others, and express greater support for others' face; such accounts imply honor and respect for others. In contrast, aggravating accounts (refusals) are perceived as aggressive, challenging, threaten face needs, and may exacerbate face threats; they imply lack of respect for others' face (Cupach & Metts, 1994 ).
In the negative feedback situation, the manager's use of accounts such as concessions should be more satisfying for the employee since these accounts are deferential and support the employee's face needs. Such accounts, however, should be more difficult for the manager to use since they threaten the manager's authority and may be perceived as inappropriate for those of higher status (Buttny, 1993) . In contrast, accounts such as refusals threaten the employee's face needs since they contradict the implicit view of the action held by the employee and, thus, should be less satisfying for the employee. Such accounts, however, support the manager's authority and should be easier for the manager to use.
Accounts such as excuses and justifications may benefit both the manager's and employee's face needs and, thus, may be satisfying for the employee and moderately easy for the manager to use.
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Managerial accounts have to be evaluated as acceptable by employees to decrease negative reactions and restore equilibrium in the relationship. The literature is unclear about the relative influence of types of managerial accounts, and most studies have failed to examine all four types of accounts.
Empirical examinations of accounts in interpersonal contexts, however, suggest that concessions are more likely to reduce negative reactions and yield positive evaluations than refusals. Studies have found that concessions (apologies), excuses, and justifications create more positive impressions than refusals (Cupach et al., 1986; Fukuno & Ohbuchi, 1998; Gonzales, 1992; Hupka, Jung, & Silverthorn, 1987; Ohbuchi, Kameda, & Agarie, 1989) . Thus, the literature suggests that mitigating accounts such as concessions and excuses decrease subjects' negative reactions and increase positive reactions compared to aggravating accounts such as refusals.
This paper extends the research in interpersonal settings to the organizational context, and examines the relative impact of the four types of managerial accounts under conditions of negative feedback. The manager-employee dyad is a situation of unequal power, which can influence face concerns. In general, people with more power or status are less likely to be concerned with others' face needs, and more likely to use accounts such as refusals that support their own face needs (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Gonzales et al., 1990; McLaughlin, Cody, & O'Hair, 1983) . Thus, managers may be less inclined to use mitigating accounts with employees; indeed, mitigating accounts "are commonly seen as inappropriate speech practices, especially for those of higher status positions" (Buttny, 1993, p. 171, note Research by Baron (1990, study 2) , Bies (1987a) , Bies and Shapiro (1987, study 3) , and Greenberg (1991) , however, suggests that mitigating accounts can have an impact in organizational settings. Baron (1990) concluded that excuses provided for destructive criticism by the boss reduced subordinates' feelings of anger; Bies (1987a) and Bies and Shapiro (1987, study 3) also found excuses to be effective. Greenberg (1991) examined the influence of various accounts in the performance appraisal Managerial Accounts and Negative Feedback 8 context and found a complex relationship; employees receiving high performance ratings perceived the ratings as fairer when provided with justifications, and employees receiving low performance ratings perceived the ratings as fairer when provided with concessions (apologies). Therefore, it appears that tentative connections can be drawn between the research in interpersonal settings and the negative feedback situation examined in this study. Hence, it was hypothesized:
H1:
The type of managerial account conveyed with negative feedback will influence employees' anger reactions. Specifically, concessions, excuses, and justifications will reduce anger reactions; refusals will not influence anger reactions.
H2:
The type of managerial account conveyed with negative feedback will influence employees' perceptions of interpersonal fairness. Specifically, concessions, excuses, and justifications will increase perceptions of interpersonal fairness; refusals will not influence perceptions of fairness.
H3:
The type of managerial account conveyed with negative feedback will influence employees' intentions to change behavior. Specifically, concessions, excuses, and justifications will increase intentions to change behavior; refusals will not influence intentions to change behavior.
Number of Managerial Accounts
Although the empirical research has largely focused on single accounts, some studies (Cupach et al., 1986; Gonzales et al., 1990 Gonzales et al., , 1992 Holtgraves, 1989; Metts & Cupach, 1989) suggest that people often use multiple accounts. Cupach et al. (1986) asked subjects to generate explanations for embarrassing situations and found that most explanations consisted of multiple accounts. Similarly, Gonzales et al. (1990 Gonzales et al. ( , 1992 and Holtgraves (1989, study 1) observed a high frequency of explanations consisting of multiple accounts.
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Multiple accounts can be more influential than single accounts. Several explanations have been proposed for this influence: the conjunction fallacy, the complexity of reality, and the notion of multiple constituencies (Sitkin & Bies, 1993) . Tversky and Kahneman's (1983) conjunction fallacy states that people erroneously prefer multiple explanations when single ones are more plausible; this effect has been found across a broad range of actions and explanations (McClure, 1992) . In addition, the complexity of the real world makes multiple causes more likely, and different accounts can satisfy different constituencies in organizations (Sitkin & Bies, 1993) . In the negative feedback situation multiple accounts can, presumably, have a greater impact than single accounts. Therefore, it was hypothesized: H4: As the number of managerial accounts conveyed with negative feedback increases, employees' anger reactions will decrease.
H5:
As the number of managerial accounts conveyed with negative feedback increases, employees' perceptions of interpersonal fairness will also increase.
H6:
As the number of managerial accounts conveyed with negative feedback increases, employees' intentions to change behavior will also increase.
Interactions between Accounts
People's explanations sometimes contain elements from more than one type of managerial account, even when it seems logically inconsistent to do so. Concessions are often used along with excuses (Buttny, 1993) ; for example, an employee could say "I'm sorry I missed work, but I had a family emergency." It may seem odd that concessions and excuses are combined, since concessions admit responsibility for the action whereas excuses minimize responsibility, but the combination suggests that people respond to the face-saving intent of messages as opposed to their logical consistency (Buttny, 1993) . One study (Holtgraves, 1989 ) examined combinations of accounts; a concession-excuse combination was more satisfying than an excuse and a concession-justification combination was more Managerial Accounts and Negative Feedback 10 satisfying than a justification. Holtgraves (1989) did not find any significant difference between a concession, an excuse, and a concession-excuse combination in terms of reducing conflict.
It is possible that combinations of accounts can have interactive effects, although this issue has, largely, been ignored in the current literature. The literature on cognitive information processing suggests that people try to integrate input or stimulus information with existing schemas; schemata and behavioral information can interact in various ways (Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Schneider, 1991) . Combining mitigating accounts (concessions) with other accounts might decrease employees' negative reactions to a greater extent than the accounts used individually, because such combinations would be perceived as having a greater potential to protect the employees' face needs. The information about concessions would be integrated with the information about other accounts, increasing the positive impact of those accounts.
Hence, accounts such as concessions and excuses might augment their mitigating effect when used together, which could explain why a concession-excuse combination is the most preferred strategy in interpersonal settings (Gonzales et al., 1990; Holtgraves, 1989) . Similarly, adding aggravating accounts (refusals) to other accounts could attenuate the effect of those accounts, such that employees' negative reactions are less likely to decrease, perhaps because such combinations have a greater potential to threaten employees' face needs. Hence, it was hypothesized: H7: Adding concessions to excuses, justifications, or refusals will decrease anger reactions.
H8:
Adding concessions to excuses, justifications, or refusals will increase perceptions of interpersonal fairness.
H9:
Adding concessions to excuses, justifications, or refusals will increase intentions to change behavior.
H10:
Adding refusals to concessions, excuses, or justifications, will increase anger reactions.
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H11: Adding refusals to concessions, excuses, or justifications, will decrease perceptions of interpersonal fairness.
H12:
Adding refusals to concessions, excuses, or justifications, will decrease intentions to change behavior.
Control Variables
The perceived quality of managerial accounts (perceived adequacy and perceived sincerity) also affects their acceptance and influence. Bies et al. (1988) found that adequacy and sincerity had a greater influence on employees' reactions than the mere presence of an account. Bies and Shapiro (1987, study 3) and Folger and Martin (1986) found that the perceived adequacy of an account reduced negative reactions. Bies (1987a) ascertained that both the presence of an account and the perceived sincerity of the boss were independently and negatively associated with the perceived unfairness of the boss's action; the sincerity of explanations was also found to decrease the likelihood of disruptive conflict (Baron, 1988) . Therefore, perceived adequacy and perceived sincerity were included in this study as control variables.
In addition, the perceived negativity of the feedback was included as another control variable, since the severity or perceived negativity of the action often influences participants' reactions (Gonzales et al., 1990 McLaughlin, Cody, & O'Hair, 1983; Shapiro, 1991) and decreases the efficacy of accounts (Buttny, 1993) .
Method

Sample
The sample consisted of non-managerial employees in technical and clerical jobs who were recruited from training seminars. The participants worked in several business organizations. One hundred and fifty-one employees (89 men and 62 women) participated in the study. Respondents reported an average of 9.2 years of full-time work experience, and an average age of 36.7 years.
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Procedures
Similar to other research in this area (Bies, 1987a; Bies et al., 1988; Holtgraves, 1989; Metts & Cupach, 1989) , a critical incident method was used in this study. Participants were asked to think of a recent incident at their workplace, in which their manager or supervisor verbally provided negative feedback about their performance or work behavior. Negative feedback was described as consisting of messages that referred unfavorably to the participant's behavior and/or indicated unsatisfactory performance. Next, participants were asked to describe in detail the specific situation, the verbal feedback, and any explanations or statements (accounts) provided by the manager at that time.
Respondents were asked to quote the exact words of the manager as much as possible, and provide detailed information about the context of the particular situation. Participants were also asked to describe how they responded to the feedback or intended to respond to the feedback. Thirty-four respondents who did not identify any account given by the manager, or who stated that the manager did not provide any explanation or account, were not included in the study, resulting in a sample size of 151. Based on the incidents described, participants were asked to complete a questionnaire measuring the dependent variables (anger reactions, perceptions of interpersonal fairness, and intentions to change behavior) using 7-point Likert-type scales. Anger reactions were measured by asking participants to rate on scales ranging from 1(not at all) to 7(very much so) the extent to which they felt angry, resentful, outraged and upset in the negative feedback situation; these items were based on Bies and Shapiro (1987) , and Bies et al. (1988) . Perceptions of interpersonal fairness were measured with six items adapted from Moorman (1991) and Konovsky and Cropanzano (1991) . These items asked participants to rate the extent to which their manager treated them with kindness and consideration, showed concern for their rights as an employee, dealt with them in a truthful manner, considered their viewpoint, treated them fairly, and treated them with sensitivity. Intentions to change behavior were measured by two items that Managerial Accounts and Negative Feedback 13 asked participants to rate the extent to which they intended to change specific behaviors based on the feedback, and intended to develop a plan to improve performance based on the feedback.
Next, participants were asked to complete items about the control variables --perceived adequacy of the account, perceived sincerity of the account, and perceived negativity of the feedback.
Based on previous research (Bies et al., 1988; Blumstein et al., 1974) , two items measured the perceived adequacy of managerial accounts by asking participants to rate the extent to which the manager's explanation was adequate and sufficient. Three items measured the perceived sincerity of accounts by asking participants to rate the extent to which the explanation was sincere and believable, and whether the manager meant what he or she said in the explanation (Bies & Shapiro, 1987; Bies et al., 1988; Blumstein et al., 1974; Shapiro, 1991) . One item asked participants to rate the perceived negativity of the feedback.
Finally, participants were asked to provide biographic information.
Coding of Accounts
The critical incidents were coded by two raters who were fully briefed about the differences between types of managerial accounts. The accounts were categorized based on Schonbach's (1980) taxonomy consisting of four general types of accounts (concessions, excuses, justifications, and refusals) and a number of subordinate elements under each general account type. In Schonbach's (1980) taxonomy, concessions include elements such as "expression of regret concerning failure event," excuses include elements such as "appeal to lack of intention" and "appeal to duress by powerful agents," justifications include elements such as "appeal to positive consequences of event," and refusals include elements such as "deferral of account to another time or occasion" or "refusal to provide explanation." Raters were trained using written accounts obtained in a previous study. The raters independently recorded the total number of coding units in the four account types for each participant; a coding unit referred to any part of the manager's message that contained enough information to be assignable to one type of account (Schonbach, 1990) . The raters classified the incidents independently; Managerial Accounts and Negative Feedback 14 preliminary agreement between the two raters was 89.2 percent. In cases where there was disagreement, the raters compared their codings and resolved discrepancies by discussion. Thus, for each participant, the number of concessions, number of excuses, number of justifications, and number of refusals were recorded. Examples of accounts provided by managers are as follows: "I regret having to point this out . . . but your project is way behind schedule" (concession), "Joe (the Director) is tightening things up . . . he's getting very picky about people coming in late" (excuse), "Be careful not to do this (canceling a meeting with a particular client) next time . . . it could hurt your chances of a promotion" (justification), and "I can't go into this right now . . ." (refusal). Managers used an average of 2.85 accounts per incident (0.40 concessions, 0.66 excuses, 1.06 justifications, and 0.73 refusals). Single accounts were used as well as combinations of accounts; 4% of the incidents had only concessions, 6% only excuses, 10% only justifications, 8% only refusals, 8% concessions and excuses, 7% concessions and justifications, 2% concessions and refusals, 18% excuses and justifications, 7% excuses and refusals, and 29% justifications and refusals. The average number of words per incident was 182; this was included as a control variable. Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics, reliabilities, and correlations for the dependent, independent, and control variables. Preliminary analyses indicated that the scales for anger reactions, perceptions of interpersonal fairness, intentions to change behavior, perceived adequacy of account, and perceived sincerity of account had adequate internal consistency; Cronbach's coefficient alphas were .75, .87, .76, .72, and .78 respectively. Means of items in the 7-point scales were computed.
Results
___________________
Insert anger reactions, perceptions of interpersonal fairness, and intentions to change behavior. The control variables (perceived negativity of feedback, perceived adequacy, perceived sincerity, and words per incident) were entered in step one, the independent variables (number of accounts, concessions, excuses, justifications, and refusals) were entered in step two, and the two-way interactions between types of accounts (concession x excuse, concession x justification, concession x refusal, excuse x justification, excuse x refusal, and justification x refusal) were entered in step three. Tables 2, 3 , and 4 respectively present the regression analyses of anger reactions, perceived interpersonal fairness, and intentions to change behavior. The results indicate that the type and number of accounts explained a significant portion of the variance in addition to that accounted for by the control variables. Thus, H1 was supported. Also, concessions, excuses, and justifications increased perceived interpersonal fairness (â = .30, .20, and .27 respectively, p < .05); refusals, did not influence perceived fairness (â = -.04, p > .05), supporting H2. H3 was only partially supported; concessions increased intentions to change behavior (â = .27, p < .05), but excuses, justification, and refusals did not (âs = .9, .08, and -.05 respectively, p > .05).
Tests of Hypotheses: Influence of Number of Managerial Accounts
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H4 through H6 predicted that the number of accounts communicated with the negative feedback would influence employees' reactions. The number of accounts influenced anger reactions (â = -.28, p < .05), perceptions of interpersonal fairness (â = .31, p < .05), and intentions to change behavior (â = .21, p < .05), thus H4, H5, and H6 were supported.
Tests of Hypotheses: Interactions between Types of Managerial Accounts
H7 through H12 predicted interactions between account types. Tables 2, 3, and 4 indicate that two interactions (concession x excuse and concession x refusal) were significant in the regression of anger reactions, and three interactions (concession x excuse, concession x refusal, and excuse x refusal) were significant in the regression of perceptions of interpersonal fairness. excuses reduced anger and increased perceived interpersonal fairness more under high amounts of concessions than under low amounts. In addition, refusals attenuated the influence of concessions and excuses. Concessions decreased anger reactions under low amounts of refusals, but did not influence anger under high amounts of refusals. Similarly, concessions increased perceptions of interpersonal fairness to a greater extent under low amounts of refusals than under high amounts of refusals. Also, excuses increased perceived interpersonal fairness under low amounts of refusals, but not under high amounts. These results suggest that associating refusals with more mitigating accounts, such as concessions and excuses, decreases the effectiveness of those accounts; adding concessions to accounts, in contrast, appears to increase their effectiveness. Thus, H7, H8, H10, and H11 were partially supported.
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Similar to previous research (Baron, 1988; Bies, 1987a; Bies & Shapiro, 1987; Bies et al., 1988; Folger & Martin, 1986) , perceived adequacy and sincerity decreased employees' anger reactions and increased perceived interpersonal fairness, thus extending previous research to the negative feedback context.
Discussion
Feedback events can provide opportunities for both employees and managers to control the images presented to each other, and managers may exert effort to maintain the face needs of employees through the use of accounts. This study examined the influence of accounts used by managers conveying negative feedback to employees. Specifically, the study investigated the impact of type of managerial account and number of accounts on employees' anger reactions, perceptions of interpersonal fairness, and intentions to change behavior. The results indicated that the type of account influenced employees' reactions, extending previous research in interpersonal settings (Cupach et al., 1986; Holtgraves, 1989; Hupka et al., 1987; Gonzales, 1992) to the organizational feedback context. Accounts, such as concessions, excuses, and justifications, that protected the employees' face needs were likely to reduce anger and increase perceptions of interpersonal fairness. In contrast, accounts such as refusals that exacerbated the threat to employees' face needs did not influence employees' reactions.
The finding that accounts that reduce the threat to employees' face needs were effective in the negative feedback situation can be connected to the notion of social sensitivity of accounts. This construct refers to the degree to which the manager expresses concern and shows respect and courtesy to the employee when providing accounts; researchers indicate that accounts high in social sensitivity are more effective than those low in sensitivity (Shapiro, Buttner & Barry, 1994) . Since accounts that express concern for the employees' face needs also demonstrate a high degree of social sensitivity, it is possible that social sensitivity can vary based on account type. Thus, mitigating accounts (concessions) Managerial Accounts and Negative Feedback 18 may be likely to express a higher degree of social sensitivity than aggravating accounts (refusals), an issue that should be investigated in future research.
The accounts used in this study, however, appeared to exert a greater influence on anger and perceived fairness than on intentions to change behavior. To explain these findings, participants' openended descriptions of their intentions to respond to the feedback were examined. The responses suggested that intentions to change behavior appeared to be influenced by the extent to which the manager provided specific feedback along with guidelines for change. Participants who did not get specific feedback stated that "there is not much I can do with this feedback," or "I have no idea what she wants me to do (on the project)." Thus, it is possible that specificity acts as a moderating variable in the relationship between managerial accounts and intentions to change behavior; accounts may influence intentions to change behavior under conditions of high specificity but not under conditions of low specificity, an issue needs to be examined in future research.
This study also examined interactions between types of managerial accounts and the influence of multiple accounts. The number of accounts influenced employees' reactions; as the number of accounts increased, anger decreased, and perceived interpersonal fairness and intentions to change behavior increased. Thus, multiple accounts appear to have a greater impact on employees' reactions than single accounts, probably due to the conjunction fallacy (Tversky & Kahneman, 1983) and the complexity of the real world that makes multiple causes more likely than single causes (Sitkin & Bies, 1993) . In addition, the influence of accounts such as excuses was augmented when used in conjunction with concessions, but was attenuated when combined with refusals. This indicates that refusals might not be effective in reducing employees' negative reactions and probably should not be used when providing negative feedback.
An interesting finding in this study was the relative scarcity of mitigating accounts used by managers conveying negative feedback. In contrast to other studies in interpersonal settings (Cupach et Managerial Accounts and Negative Feedback 19 al., 1986; Gonzales et al., 1990 Gonzales et al., , 1992 Holtgraves, 1989) , the current study found that mitigating accounts (concessions) were used less frequently than aggravating accounts (refusals). These disparate findings can be attributed to the organizational context of this study; presumably managers, having high power and status, are not as concerned with employees' face needs (Brown & Levinson, 1987) and, hence, not as likely to use concessions. Also, refusals may help maintain the manager's own face needs. The tendency to use aggravating accounts may also depend on factors such as the publicness of the manageremployee communication, the manager-employee relationship, and the manager's dependency on the employee. Publicness influences the salience of impression management concerns (Leary & Kowalski, 1990) , and the presence of third parties could exaggerate managers' tendencies to give refusals and maintain their power and status. The manager-employee relationship could influence the type of account since people are more concerned with protecting the face needs of friends than of strangers (Leary & Kowalski, 1990) . Also, employees who possess certain sources of power (for example, scarce skills and resources) may elicit a greater number of mitigating accounts, because it may be in the manager's interest to satisfy those employees. Nonetheless, these findings raise an interesting question: do managers realize that mitigating accounts are more likely to reduce employees' negative reactions than aggravating accounts? Perhaps employees publicly accept aggravating managerial accounts, but privately question them, and managers do not recognize that such accounts are ineffectual. Future researchers can investigate this issue further, and organizations can utilize the research on accounts to train managers in the effective communication of negative feedback.
Before generalizing from the results of this study, however, certain limitations of the methodology should be kept in mind. The study used critical incidents based on retrospective descriptions of participants' experience; this provided employees' recollections of the accounts used by managers, not the actual accounts. Hence, conclusions drawn from this study should be considered tentative until replicated by research using other methods. The critical incident method, however, has been used in previous Managerial Accounts and Negative Feedback 20 studies in this research area (Bies & Shapiro, 1987; Bies et al., 1988; Holtgraves, 1989; Metts & Cupach, 1989) . In addition, the methodology of this study contained some inherent strengths; the accounts used in this study were ones used by managers in organizations, which increases the external validity of the study.
Implications for Management Development and Training
If the patterns obtained in this study are generalizable, this could have several implications for the training and development of managers. The findings suggest that managers should understand the implications of account-giving strategies and should learn to use accounts effectively. Managers are often concerned about hurting employees' self-esteem and confidence when delivering feedback and are motivated to protect employees' face needs (Geddes & Baron, 1997) ; at the same time, managers might be unaware that the manner in which they deliver feedback may be ineffective. Because most managers do not like giving negative feedback, and because employees often react with frustration, anger, and other negative reactions to such feedback, organizations need to train managers to deliver negative feedback in an effective manner that maximizes the potential benefits of such feedback. It is possible that managerial accounts provided with negative feedback, if used appropriately, can help employees accept such feedback, can motivate employees by increasing the perceived value of successful performance and decreasing the perceived value of unsuccessful performance, and can regulate employees' actions by keeping goal-directed behavior on course (Cusella, 1987; Fedor, 1991) . The inappropriate use of aggravating accounts (refusals), however, could be counterproductive. Not only would the motivational and regulatory purposes of the feedback not be achieved, but angry and upset employees could engage in actions such as filing grievances that result in unnecessary expenditures of time and resources on the part of the organization. Therefore, managers should be trained to use accounts effectively when giving negative feedback.
Managerial Accounts and Negative Feedback 21
Training managers in providing effective feedback can also prevent the "feedback-avoidance" syndrome. Due to their aversion to providing negative feedback, managers often avoid doing so and ignore performance problems. This leads employees to believe that their performance is on target, until over time the severity of performance problems and the manager's frustration at the employee rises to extremely high levels. Such frustration-driven feedback can result in destructive criticism (Baron, 1993), or negative feedback that is inconsiderate of employees' feelings, contains threats, and violates the timeliness and specificity principles of effective feedback (Baron, 1990) . Such destructive criticism may be avoided by training managers to use accounts while providing frequent and timely feedback that is effective, and making managers aware of the face-saving and ego-threatening nature of different types of accounts.
Employees can also prevent the build-up of irritation that results in destructive criticism and ineffective feedback by using feedback-seeking strategies. Research suggests that a supportive feedback source can enhance feedback-seeking behaviors (Williams et al., 1999) , hence, it is possible that employees are more likely to seek feedback from managers who provide mitigating accounts and protect the employees' face needs, and may avoid seeking feedback from managers using refusals. Thus, the use of mitigating managerial accounts may encourage more employees to engage in feedback-seeking which, in turn, can lead to a greater flow of timely, informal feedback between managers and employees, and prevent performance problems from growing to monumental proportions before being corrected.
Ultimately, the success of any managerial account will be determined not by a single manageremployee interaction, but by the cumulative effect of numerous interactions in an ongoing relationship.
Further research is needed to examine the influence of managerial accounts over a period of time comprising numerous feedback-giving situations. Several other lines of inquiry can be followed in the future: examining the influence of managerial accounts on other variables such as commitment and Managerial Accounts and Negative Feedback 22 satisfaction, identifying the influence of the manager-employee relationship on the use and effectiveness of accounts, and identifying the long-term impact of managerial accounts in organizations. a N = 151, * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed).
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